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$ir: 

On March 23 : , 2004 a telephone interview was conducted between Daniel 
;hapik, attorney for applicant, SPE Joseph Thomas and Examiner Frenel, 

An interview agenda was submitted by the Applicant prior to the interview, and 
details the issues actually addressed during the phone conversation. During the 
nterview, no agreement was reached. 

Subsequent to the Interview, a decision was made to issue a new office action 
hat correctly states the grounds of rejection and disqualifies the Krichen reference. 
i Applicant greatly appreciates that these steps will be taken. 

Applicant respectfully requests that if the same or similar rejections are 
presented in the new action, that the substantive issues previously raised by Applicant 
ire addressed and that the Examiner explain his interpretation of the references/claims 
^nd how the references would teach the claimed invention. 

For example, the passages relied on in Albert et al. relate to the ability to 
download a software program from a web site. That software program is then run and 
>rovides a direct connection to transmit patient information from one patient to a 
doctor/clinic. The relevant claim elements relate to the ability to respond to a request 
generated through a web site for information from a database. In other words, patients 
irovide data to the database, an interested party e.g., a doctor, accesses a web site 
ind requests that data from the database. Sato et al. teaches paying a doctor for 
medical services. Electronic debiting, accounting software, etc. may be used and the 


PAGE 2/3 * RCVD AT 3I24/20W 3:03:18 PM [Eastern Standard Time] 1 SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-2/f * DM$:7468(M)0 1 CSID:7635146982 * DURATION (mnws):0M2 


R. 24. 2004- 3: 26PM MEDTRONIC LAW DEFT 


NO. 0193 P. 


Applicants: Riff et at. 
Serial No. 09/943,193 


rocess may be automated. This reference does not teach monitoring data 
Messed/requested (e.g., that accessed via the website) to determine how to charge 
>V the service of providing access to the database. 

Applicant holds the position that the combined references do not teach the 
ilaimed invention. If the Examiner asserts otherwise, Applicant again respectfully 
e;quests a fuller explanation of the Examiner's interpretation of the claims and how he 
s i applying the references to the claims. 


Respectfully submitted, 



Daniel Q. Chapik 
Reg. No. 43,424 
Telephone: (763)514-3066 
Fax: (763) 505-2530 
Customer No. 27581 
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